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ABSTRACT 
This study investigates the validation of a new self-report instrument, the Discussion Skills Survey 
(DSS), designed to assess learners’ metacognitive awareness and perceived use of skills 
commonly employed when engaging in English discussions. Survey items were divided into three 
subscales: Speaker Discussion Skills, Listener Discussion Skills, and Supportive Discussion 
Strategies. Ninety-four students at a private university in Tokyo completed the instrument. The 
reliability and validity of the survey were examined and assessed using Rasch analysis, and 
reported assessments compared prior to and following a three-month instructional period. Results 
show good item fit, reliable measurements, and support the use of the instrument in foreign 
language classrooms. It is argued that the DSS is an effective means of raising learner awareness 
of the specific skills which contribute to successful participation in English discussions, promoting 
independent assessment and goal setting, conducting needs analyses, and providing instructors 
with pertinent data regarding learners’ language proficiency. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Assessing personal language proficiency at any given time can be challenging for students, as the 
criteria by which learners ought to assess their own performance can seem elusive and unclear. 
Labels such as speaking proficiency and listening ability fail to clarify the various specific 
language skills learners ought to consider as they seek to evaluate their current competence in 
order to chart and plan progress. Particularly in the case of discussion skills, determining the 
appropriate yardstick by which to judge performance remains uniquely challenging (Singh, 2014). 
Whether successful performance relates to knowledge and use of grammar, pragmatics, 
phonological elements, or discourse can vary depending on the program in question and the 
definition of discussion skills employed. Such ambiguity hinders the ability of learners to map 
long-term learning progress, and set future goals that are actionable and meaningful (Poehner, 
2012). 
 Traditionally, such assessment has been conducted through the use of standardized tests, 
in-class exams and other top-down, objective forms of measurement that provide learners with 
ratings and rankings of their current level of proficiency. However, the extent to which such 
instruments provide meaningful feedback is debatable. Assigning numerical marks, letter grades, 
or vague designations of overall proficiency (pre-intermediate, elementary) mask the numerous 
differences and individual strengths and weaknesses of specific students (Rust, 2002). Such 
classifications impede students from identifying learning that has (or has not) taken place, and fail 
to ensure that learners meet the goals and objectives of a course following its completion. However, 
the amount of time and effort necessary to provide learners with detailed feedback can be onerous 
and unrealistic for most language instructors (Fulcher & Davidson, 2007). Providing 
individualized feedback to large numbers of learners may appear insurmountably challenging for 
instructors—tasked with other responsibilities related to teaching, curriculum planning, 
administration, professional development, research, and grading.  Whether such feedback will 
be acknowledged and utilized by learners is also a somewhat questionable matter (Evans, 
Hartshorm, McCollum & Wolfersberger, 2010). 
 Self-assessment instruments have been introduced as one response to the practical 
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difficulties of providing detailed, meaningful feedback that is individualized and actionable in 
language classrooms. As well as allowing learners to better measure their current level of 
proficiency, and instructors to more effectively understand learners’ individual strengths and 
weaknesses, such instruments also prompt students to become “more aware of their own learning 
process and performance, and in turn…become more proficient in learning” (Butler & Lee, 2010, 
p. 6). As an instrument of learning as well as a measurement tool, self-assessment can provide 
information and data of consequence to both learners and instructors, and facilitate the design of 
programs better tailored to meeting specific learning needs. Whether utilized as placement tools, 
goal-setting activities, or as a means of providing formative or summative feedback to learners, 
self-assessment instruments have received increased recognition as an alternative form of 
language assessment, in response to the shortcomings and challenges associated with more 
traditional assessment tools (Oscarson, 2014).  
 
Literature Review 
In recent years, self-assessment instruments have received greater attention from educators and 
instructors for use in various language learning settings (Brown & Hudson, 1998; Butler & Lee, 
2010; Oscarson, 2014; Saint Léger, 2009). Such instruments have primarily been analyzed in 
reference to their effectiveness as pedagogical tools, their validity as assessment measures, and 
the responses of learners to their use. 
 Brown, Dewey, and Cox (2014), in an examination of an instrument based on the 
ACTFL scale, compared the scores of 36 university language learners prior to and following an 
internship abroad in Russia. Self-assessment scores were also compared to oral proficiency 
interview test results and analyzed for predictive value. The gains following the study abroad 
period were shown to be moderate by both the self-assessment instrument and the oral proficiency 
interview, while the correlation between the two measures ranged from small to medium, 
indicating some level of predictive validity. The small sample size, as well as the holistic scores 
provided by the oral proficiency interview might partially explain the modest results of the study. 
Similarly, Peirce, Swain and Hart (1993) obtained only marginal correlations between the self-
assessment and proficiency test scores of 800 French immersion students in Canada. While other 
researchers (see Lappin-Fortin & Rye, 2014; Patri, 2002) have found stronger correlations 
between self-assessment scores and standardized test scores, additional research is needed to better 
understand the predictive validity of such instruments and whether they can effectively be utilized 
as summative forms of assessment. 
 The pedagogical benefits of self-assessment instruments are better established, 
particularly when combined with goal-setting activities. Moeller, Theiler and Wu (2012) explored 
the implementation of a self-assessment curriculum in American high schools. They found self-
assessment, combined with goal-setting, correlated with improved academic performance over the 
four-year period of the study. Saint-Léger (2009) also found self-assessment tasks to be effective 
in her examination of a French language speaking class. Learners assessed the difficulty of lesson 
tasks, their participation, and their level of progress three times during the semester, in weeks four, 
six, and twelve. Students also selected goals and devised plans for achieving these goals. Ratings 
of vocabulary, fluency, and overall confidence improved throughout the semester, though Saint-
Léger notes that additional research investigating the importance of learner awareness is warranted. 
In a study exploring the use of self-assessment in French pronunciation classes, Lappin-Fortin and 
Rye (2014) discovered strong correlations between learner and expert measures of performance. 
Particularly when learners were evaluating linguistic elements for which they had received 
exposure to concrete rules, assessments were found to be valid. Self-assessment tasks were also 
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discovered to promote improved awareness of specific learning goals and facilitate target-like 
pronunciation. The findings conform to the framework advanced in Schmidt’s (1990) noticing 
hypothesis. As self-assessment tasks foster increased awareness of the purposes of instructed 
learning, they contribute to the intake and development of L2 knowledge. 
 Such awareness is particularly important to promoting the acquisition of discussion 
skills in Japan, as the framework utilized in assessing these skills differs wholesale from that to 
which many learners are accustomed. Despite some recent changes, Japanese secondary school 
students, by and large, receive language instruction centering upon the acquisition of grammatical 
and vocabulary knowledge, with little focus upon spoken output or fluency development (Kikuchi 
& Browne, 2009; Nishino & Watanabe, 2008; Sasaki, 2008). Learners have few opportunities in 
their six years of language instruction to practice developing speaking skills and produce output 
of any substantive quantity, which remains central to successful language acquisition (DeKeyser, 
2007; Yanagi & Baker, 2015). As the emphasis upon meaning-focused spoken output requires a 
reformulation of previously utilized schemas, self-assessment instruments are one means of 
providing learners with a new framework for evaluating and interpreting performance, which can 
be especially challenging in cases where particular frameworks are novel to learners (Singh, 2015). 
Such instruments encourage increased metacognitive awareness of specific learning processes, 
contribute to more effective self-regulation of learning, and foster evaluation of progress towards 
coherent and identifiable language learning goals (Butler & Lee, 2010; Oscarson, 2014; Schunk, 
2008). 
 
Self-Assessment of Discussion Skills 
This study describes the design, implementation, and validation of a new self-assessment 
instrument, the Discussion Skills Survey (DSS), which was developed to raise learner awareness 
of the specific skills that contribute to effective participation in English discussions, and to 
encourage the evaluation of discussion skills through a meaning-focused perspective (see 
Appendix). The DSS was developed with explicit reference to the discussion class curriculum 
utilized at Rikkyo University, which centers upon the development of fluency and communicative 
ability in English through pair work and group discussions (Hurling, 2012). In line with Dörnyei 
and Csizér’s (2012) work on survey design, the DSS contains items that are clear and concise, 
while using language that is simple and easy for learners to understand. Additionally, all 
instructions and items were translated into learners’ L1, to facilitate learner comprehension and 
improve the quality of obtained data. Following Mokhtari and Reichard (2002), the survey used a 
Likert-scale ranging from 1 (I almost never do this) to 5 (I almost always do this) in which learners 
assess the frequency with which they utilize discussion skills. Each item refers to one specific 
strategy or skill contributing to effective participation in English discussions.  
The DSS consists of 40 items belonging to three subscales, reflecting distinct components 
of discussion skills. Speaking discussion skills refer to those skills that promote the formulation 
of coherent, fluent production. Listener discussion skills refer to skills that reflect appropriate 
backchanneling, responses, and questions intended to facilitate output from interlocutors. 
Supportive discussion strategies refer to additional strategies that assist learners in more 
effectively participating in and managing group discussions, such as avoiding L1 use, reading 
about discussion topics prior to class, and making eye contact with other participants. 
To further examine and validate the DSS as a useful pedagogical tool, this study will 
describe and investigate the field-testing of the instrument. Specifically, the following research 
questions will be explored: 
1. Does the Discussion Skills Survey constitute an effective means of measuring learners’ 
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discussion ability? 
2. Do learner assessments of their discussion skills vary over time? 
 
Centrally, this study seeks to contribute to existing literature on the use of self-assessment 
instruments, and explore the utilization of the DSS in language classrooms, specifically to foster 
effective meaning-focused output and facilitate development of foreign language discussion skills. 
 
METHOD 
Participants 
Participants for this study were 94 freshmen students enrolled in a mandatory English discussion 
course at Rikkyo University. All students had TOEIC scores ranging from 310-650 and were in 13 
Level Two or Three (intermediate) classes. Thirty-six participants were male and 58 were female. 
All participants were generally between the ages of 18 and 20. Each class had between seven to 
nine students. All participants graduated from a Japanese high school and had previously studied 
English for six years, primarily focusing on grammar and vocabulary. Students had completed one 
previous English discussion class prior to participating in this study, which took place between 
October 2015 and January 2016. 
 
Instrumentation 
The DSS was first alpha-tested with instructors teaching discussion classes, who provided 
feedback regarding the wording of items and the instructions provided to learners. Minor revisions 
were made to ensure items used simple, clear language. It was also administered to instructors at 
the same institution to ensure the instrument could be completed easily and quickly. The 
instrument was found to be easy to complete, and administration took no more than five minutes. 
The DSS was first presented to participants in the third lesson of the semester. Participants 
were notified that completion was entirely voluntary, was purely for research purposes, and in no 
way would impact their assessment for the course. They were also told that the surveys would not 
be analyzed until the completion of the course. Participants who were absent during the lesson did 
not complete the DSS. Participants’ surveys were then collected and remained unexamined until 
the learners’ final grades were submitted. The DSS was also administered to the same learners in 
the fourteenth (final) lesson of the course. Administration of the instrument followed the same 
procedure. 
Participants’ DSS data was analyzed in reference to the above two research questions. To 
examine the effectiveness of the instrument, and the relative difficulty of items, data from the first 
administration of the DSS were submitted to Winsteps for Rasch analysis. Category structure, item 
statistics and person statistics were calculated and analyzed. To examine whether learner 
assessments vary over time, data from the first and second administration of the DSS was 
compared using a paired samples t-test. The data were submitted to the Statistical Package for the 
Social Sciences (SPSS). The alpha level for all tests was set at .05. 
 
RESULTS 
Table 1 shows a summary of the category functioning for the five-point scale used in this study. 
The scale functioned appropriately, with the Andrich thresholds moving from smaller to larger 
figures, showing a good fit for each of the responses on the scale (Linacre, 2014). This signifies 
that participants were able to conceptualize the five points in the scale as representing a different 
level of performance.   
 
Shalvin Singh 
223 
 
Table 1. Summary of Category Structure 
 
Category Infit MNSQ Outfit MNSQ Andrich Threshold Category Measure 
1 I almost never do this 1.11 1.16 None -3.49 
2 I rarely do this 1.00 1.02 -2.26 -1.57 
3 I do this sometimes 1.00 1.02 -0.68 -0.01 
4 I usually do this 0.99 0.96 0.64 1.57 
5 I almost always do this 0.96 0.97 2.30 3.52 
 
Table 2 shows the fit and reported level of difficulty of each of the instrument’s items. 
There was significant range regarding the perceived difficulty of items. Item 31 (2.19 logits) was 
judged to be the most difficult strategy, and Item 38 (-2.11 logits) was judged as the easiest. 
Thirty-eight of the instrument’s items acceptably fit the model, using the criterion suggested by 
Linacre (2014), that an Infit MNSQ value great than 1.5 indicates underfit, and a value less than 
0.5 signifies overfit. Two items, Items 29 and 31, underfit the model, indicating that while these 
items do not degrade the instrument, they are unproductive for measurement. Notably, both items 
are supportive discussion strategies related to pre-class preparation—the latter item 
 
Table 2. Item Statistics in Descending Order of Difficulty 
 
Item Measure SE Infit MNSQ Infit ZSTD Outfit MNSQ Outfit ZSTD Pt-Measure Correlation 
31 2.19 .14 1.65 4.0 1.59 3.7 .32 
4 1.48 .13 0.89 -0.8 0.89 -0.8 .41 
25 1.48 .13 0.71 -2.4 0.70 -2.4 .54 
28 1.45 .13 0.86 -1.0 0.86 -1.0 .54 
26 1.40 .13 1.09 0.7 1.09 0.7 .39 
13 1.14 .13 1.33 2.2 1.33 2.3 .40 
24 0.88 .13 1.22 1.6 1.22 1.5 .56 
30 0.85 .13 1.43 2.8 1.43 2.8 .36 
20 0.81 .13 0.97 -0.2 0.97 -0.2 .58 
8 0.73 .13 0.64 -3.0 0.64 -3.0 .44 
27 0.72 .13 0.97 -0.2 0.97 -0.2 .52 
22 0.68 .13 0.81 -1.5 0.81 -1.5 .51 
7 0.55 .13 0.89 -0.8 0.89 -0.8 .47 
18 0.54 .13 0.86 -1.0 0.87 -0.9 .58 
11 0.52 .13 1.15 1.1 1.15 1.1 .43 
3 0.44 .13 0.79 -1.6 0.79 -1.6 .47 
6 0.24 .13 0.77 -1.7 0.79 -1.6 .52 
15 0.20 .13 0.76 -1.9 0.75 -1.9 .64 
23 0.14 .13 0.85 -1.1 0.85 -1.1 .46 
36 0.10 .13 0.86 -1.0 0.86 -1.0 .65 
33 0.07 .13 1.19 1.4 1.19 1.3 .58 
12 0.02 .13 1.09 0.7 1.09 0.7 .50 
9 0.00 .13 0.85 -1.1 0.87 -1.0 .43 
21 -0.31 .14 1.02 0.2 1.02 0.2 .57 
37 -0.42 .14 0.80 -1.5 0.82 -1.3 .51 
34 -0.46 .14 1.11 0.8 1.08 0.6 .43 
5 -0.49 .14 0.75 -1.9 0.77 -1.7 .55 
14 -0.53 .14 1.11 0.8 1.16 1.1 .40 
39 -0.69 .14 1.08 0.6 1.08 0.6 .53 
2 -0.77 .14 0.72 -2.2 0.71 -2.2 .45 
40 -0.81 .14 1.40 2.5 0.39 2.5 .31 
10 -0.88 .15 1.24 1.6 1.31 2.0 .35 
32 -0.88 .15 1.13 1.0 1.12 0.9 .46 
35 -0.94 .15 0.96 -0.2 0.97 -0.2 .42 
17 -1.02 .15 1.22 1.5 1.22 1.5 .46 
1 -1.07 .15 0.60 -3.2 0.62 -3.0 .51 
16 -1.70 .17 0.90 -0.6 0.88 -0.7 .40 
19 -1.73 .17 0.75 -1.8 0.79 -1.4 .47 
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29 -1.79 .17 1.78 4.2 1.80 4.1 .22 
38 -2.11 .19 0.87 -0.8 0.82 -1.0 .43 
 
entirely optional to learners—revealing substantial variability in the extent to which participants 
prepare for in-class discussions. The item reliability estimate of .98 and the item separation 
estimate of 6.78 demonstrate a good spread of items in the instrument. 
There was significant range in learners’ assessment of their discussion abilities. The mean 
score was 142 (SD = 16), with scores ranging from 104 to 174 out of 200. The person reliability 
and person separation estimates of .89 and 2.89 respectively demonstrate that the instrument 
effectively discriminates between higher and lower ability learners. 
To examine whether there were variations in learners’ self-assessments over time, a paired-
samples t-test was conducted, comparing differences in DSS scores between the first 
administration of the instrument (in Lesson Three) and the second administration (in Lesson 
Fourteen). Only the data of participants completing the DSS in both instances was included (n = 
68). A Bonferonni correction was applied to adjust for multiple comparisons, and the level of 
significance was adjusted to .025. The results of the test were significant, t(67) = 4.27, p < .001 
(Tables 3 and 4). This indicates that there were significant differences in the self-assessment scores 
of learners in Lessons Three and Fourteen, and that learners’ self-reported discussion skills 
improved over the course of the instructional period (Figure 1). 
 
Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Self-Assessment Scores 
 
 N M SD SEM 
Lesson 3 68 140.51 15.84 1.92 
Lesson 14 68 148.43 17.57 2.13 
 
Table 4. Paired Samples t-Test of Differences in Self-Assessments Scores 
 
Paired Differences (Lesson 14-Lesson 3) 
MD SD SEM t df p 
95% CI of the Difference 
LL UL 
7.91 15.27 1.85 4.27 67 .00 4.22 11.61 
 
DISCUSSION 
The results of the analysis validate the DSS as an effective self-assessment instrument, suitable 
for use in foreign language classrooms. The spread of item difficulty indicates the instrument 
contains distinct skills and strategies of varying difficulty across all three of the subscales. The 
five-point scale utilized in the DSS operates appropriately, allowing learners to conceptualize their 
performance as a discrete point on the scale. As well, the range of self-assessment scores and the 
person reliability estimates signify that the instrument discriminates between high and low ability 
learners, and can be used with language learners of varying levels of proficiency. 
The differences in assessment scores over the instructional period also demonstrate that the 
DSS is effective in mapping and recognizing progress in language learning over time. Several 
items in the DSS were targeted for instruction during the study’s treatment period. The improved 
ratings indicate that the development of learners’ discussion skills was documented in their DSS 
scores. The results are in line with findings from other studies, that effective self-assessment 
instruments can recognize and foster language learning (see Lappin-Fortin & Rye, 2014; Moeller, 
Theiler & Wu, 2012; Saint-Léger, 2009). One factor underlying the benefits of such instruments 
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is their role in encouraging increased and explicit awareness of the processes involved the 
acquisition of discussion skills. Schmidt (1990) notes that language learning is 
rarely unconscious, and that awareness and attention are central to facilitating acquisition.  
 
 
Figure 1. Changes in self-assessment scores between Lesson 3 and 14. 
 
In prompting explicit attention to the skills that underlie effective participation in English 
discussions, the DSS encourages the noticing of such skills and directs awareness towards their 
development. This can enable students to increase their role as independent, autonomous language 
learners, better able to understand and manage their own language learning over time. 
Oscarson (2014) states that self-assessment instruments can be utilized for various 
purposes: to obtain data regarding students’ reported proficiency levels, to facilitate goal setting, 
and to assist language learners in charting their perceived linguistic proficiency. As a pedagogical 
tool, the DSS can be used at various points in a language course: at the beginning of a period of 
study to ascertain learners’ proficiency levels and reinforce the meaning-focused orientation of 
discussion skills; at instances throughout a course, to encourage reflection and goal-setting; and 
at the end of a period of study to chart learning, and provide instructors with feedback regarding 
learners’ reported strengths and weaknesses. Such an instrument can clarify for learners the skills 
necessary for effective participation in English discussions, and demonstrate to learners that 
improving discussion ability is not a vague, elusive goal, but the development of a set of specific 
skills.  
 
CONCLUSION 
The growing acceptance of the pedagogical benefits of self-assessment instruments in recent years 
in many respects parallels the increased enthusiasm for the development of learner autonomy in 
the classroom. Interest has grown in utilizing practical tasks that allow learners to better plan, 
understand, and manage their language development. Specifically, in the area of English 
discussion, few such instruments currently exist. The DSS seeks to address this gap in the field, 
by providing a practical pedagogical tool for assisting learners in the development of their 
discussion skills. Particularly as the concept of English discussion remains intangible to many 
learners, such instruments are especially beneficial. Used effectively, self-assessment provides 
clarity and focus for learners seeking to develop their foreign language discussion ability, while 
promoting a deepened understanding of the processes involved in doing so.  
However, further research can contribute to better discerning the most beneficial means of 
utilizing such instruments, and understanding the practical manner in which learners engage with 
self-assessment in the classroom. While self-assessment instruments have been validated as useful 
pedagogical tools, the extent to which they are effective as more general assessment instruments, 
particularly as language placement tools, is deserving of further research. Similarly, studies 
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examining the correlation between learner and instructor assessment of proficiency have produced 
mixed results (Brown, Dewey, & Cox, 2014; Lappin-Fortin & Rye, 2014; Patri, 2002; Peirce, 
Swain & Hart, 1993; Singh, 2015). Examining the benefits of training learners to assess 
performance, and evaluating whether such training can contribute to stronger correlations between 
learner and instructor assessment, might clarify the discrepancies revealed in previous studies. 
Similarly, investigating the extraneous factors underlying the manner in which learners assess 
themselves, such as motivation, anxiety, and learners’ L2 identities, may also address questions 
related to the validity of self-assessment instruments. Self-assessment has increasingly become 
recognized in SLA as a useful pedagogical tool. Further research can contribute to better 
understanding the ways in which such instruments can best serve the needs of language learners. 
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APPENDIX 
Discussion Skills Survey (DSS) 
ディスカッションスキル調査 
 
The purpose of this survey is to collect information about the various skills you use when you engage in discussions in 
English. This information is for research purposes only, and will not affect your grades in any way. For specific information 
about the grading criteria used in English discussion classes, please refer to your student handbook. 
この調査の目的は、あなたが英語でディスカッションに参加する際に使う様々なスキルについての情報を集めることにあります。
この情報は研究目的にのみ使用され、決してあなたの成績に影響を与えるものではありません。英語ディスカッションクラスで使
用される成績評価の基準については、学生用ハンドブックを参照してください。 
 
Each statement below is followed by five numbers, 1, 2, 3, 4, 5. Please circle the number that applies to you. Each number 
means the following: 
下の項目には、それぞれ１，２，３，４，５の５つの数字が付いています。あなたに当てはまる数字を丸で囲んでください。以
下、それぞれの数字の意味です。 
 
1’ means that ‘I almost never do this.’  １は、｢ほぼ決してしない｣ 
‘2’ means that ‘I rarely do this.’  ２は、「ほとんどしない」 
‘3’ means that ‘I do this sometimes, about 50% of the time.’  ３は、「時々、約５０％の割合でしている」 
‘4’ means that ‘I usually do this.’  ４は、「よくしている」 
‘5’ means that ‘I almost always do this.’  ５は、「ほぼ常にしている」 
 
Category 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
SPEAK 
 
Statement 
 
1. I share my opinion in discussions  
ディスカッションにおいて自分の意見を共有している 
2. I give reasons to support my ideas  
自分の意見を裏付けるために理由を伝えている 
3. I provide examples to explain my ideas  
自分の意見を説明するために実例を示している 
4. I discuss ideas I learned from books, TV, newspapers, etc.  
本、テレビ、新聞などから得た考えについて話し合っている 
5. I discuss my experiences in discussions  
自分の経験を話し合っている 
6. I discuss ideas from different points of view  
様々な視点から考えを話し合っている 
7. I discuss both the advantages and disadvantages of ideas  
利点と欠点の両方を考えて話し合っている 
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8. I explain my ideas deeply  
自分の考えを深く説明している 
9. I explain my ideas clearly  
自分の考えをはっきり説明している 
10. I avoid using difficult words my partners might not understand  
相手が理解しないような難しい単語を使うことは避けるようにしている 
11. I ask my partners if they understand my ideas  
相手が自分の考えを理解したかどうか尋ねている 
12. I tell my partners when I do not understand their ideas  
相手の考えが理解できないときは、相手にそう伝えている 
13. I paraphrase my partners’ ideas to check that I understand them  
自分の理解を確認するために、相手の考えを言い換えている 
14. When my partners do not understand my ideas, I explain them again  
相手が自分の考えを理解できない時には、自分の考えを再度説明している 
15. I help my partners explain their ideas  
相手が説明しようとするのを助けている 
16. I tell my partners when I agree with their ideas  
相手の考えに同意する時には、それを伝えている 
17. I tell my partners when I disagree with their ideas  
相手の考えに同意しない時には、それを伝えている 
18. I connect my ideas to my partners’ ideas  
相手の考えと自分の考えを関連付けるようにしている 
19. I give reactions to show I am listening to my partners’ ideas  
相手の考えに耳を傾けていることを示すために、相槌を打つようにしている 
20. I ask my partners if they agree/disagree with my ideas  
相手に、自分の考えに同意するかしないかを尋ねている 
21. I ask my partners for their opinion  
相手に意見を求めている 
22. I ask my partners questions to help them explain their ideas deeply  
相手が考えを深く説明できるようにするために質問するようにしている 
23. I ask my partners questions to learn more about their ideas  
相手の考えをもっと知るために質問するようにしている 
24. I ask my partners to provide examples to support their ideas  
意見を裏付けるための実例を示すよう相手に求めている 
25. I ask my partners questions about different points of view  
相手に、様々な視点についての質問をするようにしている 
26. I ask my partners questions to challenge their ideas  
相手の考えに意義を唱えるために質問をしている 
27. I ask my partners questions about their experiences  
相手の経験について質問をしている 
28. I ask my partners questions to discuss both the advantages and disadvantages 
of an idea  
相手に対して、利点と欠点の両方から話し合うための質問をしている 
29. I complete the homework readings to prepare for class discussions  
ディスカッションのために教科書を読んできている 
30. I think about my ideas before discussion class  
ディスカッションクラスの前に、自分の意見について考えてきている 
31. I research discussion topics before coming to class  
クラスに来る前に、トピックについて調べてきている 
32. I make eye contact with my partners during discussions  
ディスカッション中、相手とアイコンタクトをとるようにしている 
33. I use gestures when explaining my ideas  
自分の考えを説明する際に、ジェスチャーをつかう 
34. I avoid dominating the discussion  
ディスカッションを支配しないよう（話し過ぎないよう）にしている 
35. I treat my partners with respect in discussions  
ディスカッションで、相手に敬意を払うようにしている 
36. I make sure that all of my partners have had a chance to share their ideas  
ディスカッションの中で、全員が意見を共有したかどうか確認するようにしてい
る 
37. I try to keep the discussions equal  
ディスカッションが公平になるように努めている 
38. I listen attentively to my partners when they speak  
相手が話しているときは、相手の話を注意深く聞くようにしている 
39. I select discussion topics together with my partners  
相手と一緒にトピックを選ぶようにしている 
40. I avoid using Japanese in discussions  
ディスカッションで日本語を使わないようにしている 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
 
1  2  3  4  5 
SPEAK=Speaking discussion skills; LISTEN=Listening discussion skills; SUPPORT=Supporting discussion strategies.  
